
32      C O M M E N T S  A N D  R E S P O N S E S

1.  Page 18 of the EIS describes the No Action Alternative in detail.

2.  CEQ regulations require a Preferred Alternative only if the agency has one 
(§1502.14(e)).  Reclamation didn’t have a Preferred Alternative in the draft EIS at the 
request of the OST.

3.  Exact costs of improvements and the water saved in this alternative would be 
unknown until specific plans were made for each reach of the canal and each farm. 

4.  The 6,000-9,000 AF/yr of water saved in this alternative could be used to improve 
fisheries and recreation if retained in the reservoir, fisheries and riparian habitat if 
released to the river, or could be used to increase irrigation if released to the District.  
Thus, saved water could have significant beneficial impacts.  Reclamation would set up 
a public process to determine how best to use the saved water, as stated on p. 22 of the 
EIS.

5.  Reclamation’s purpose in this EIS is to analyze impacts of renewing a long-term 
(25-year) water service contract with the Angostura Irrigation District as required by the 
1939 Reclamation Project Act (p. 2 of the EIS).  Cumulative impacts in the final EIS will 
be revised in light of comments on the draft EIS and discussions with EPA.  Pages 143-
145 and pp. 145-152 of the EIS discuss impacts of saved water on bird species in general 
and on the threatened piping plover and endangered interior least tern in particular.

6.  Reclamation believes the range of alternatives in the EIS is adequate.  The alternative 
selected as the Preferred Alternative in the final EIS balances needs of the District with 
recreation at the reservoir and fish and wildlife downstream of the dam.

7.  See the response to your comment No. 5 for Reclamation’s purpose in the EIS.  
While CEQ recommends that the No Action Alternative be defined as “no change from 
current management” (p. 18 of the EIS), the Reestablishment of Natural Flows Below the 
Dam Alternative would approximate river conditions before Angostura Dam was built.  
Reclamation also used pre-dam conditions to establish a baseline for the “Sediment,” 
“Stream Corridor,” “Fisheries,” and “Wildlife” sections of the EIS.
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8 8.  See p. 74 of the EIS:  Habitat replacement does occur in the river.  Analyzing 
impacts of renewing the 25-year water service contract led Reclamation to conclude that 
no threatened or endangered species would be affected.  The U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service concurred with this conclusion.

9.  None of the alternatives would affect these species, either directly or indirectly, and 
therefore wouldn’t result in incremental effects.  Thus, no further cumulative impacts 
analysis is needed.

10.  Cumulative impacts will be revised in the final EIS.  Impacts of the DM&E 
Railroad, coalbed methane development in the Cheyenne River drainage, and the Rosebud 
CFO will be included.  Coalbed methane development in the Powder River drainage 
wouldn’t affect the Cheyenne River drainage. 

11.  Reclamation believes the sturgeon chub analysis is adequate.  See p. 83 and 
pp. 146-152 in the EIS.

12.  The 25-year long term in this EIS represents the length of time the new water 
service contract would run (pp. 2-5 and p. 18 of the EIS).  At the end of the contract, 
Reclamation will reexamine the use of water from the Angostura Unit, including the 
effects on cottonwoods, and, thus, on the bald eagle.

13.  See p. 78, p. 146, and pp. 149-152 of the EIS for discussions of fluctuating 
reservoir water levels on the piping plovers.

14.  The Lewis woodpecker has been added to Tables 3.28 and 4.18.

15.  Under the government-government relationship with the OST, Reclamation was 
asked not to discuss quantification of their reserved water rights in the EIS. 

16.  Analysis of impacts of a simultaneous withdrawal from the reservoir could not 
occur unless the OST first quantified their reserved water rights.  

17.  Pages 9-10 of the EIS discuss the Tribes’ relationship with the Angostura Unit.

18.  A new long-term water service contract would include a provision to the effect that 
quantification of the Tribes’ reserved water rights would affect water in the Cheyenne 
River available to other users (see pp. 97-98 of the EIS).
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19.  Yes, the conclusion is valid.  No pesticides used in the District were found above 
detectable limits in Reclamation’s 1997 water quality sampling (p. 51 of the EIS).

20.  Noted.  Other than seasonal flow reductions in the Reestablishment of Natural 
Flows Below the Dam Alternative, there would be no reduction of flows from any of the 
alternatives in the EIS.

21. The average 10 cfs lost annually in the reservoir to evaporation and seepage is 
included in the water budgets for each alternative in Chapter Four (p. 113, p. 118, 
p. 121, and p. 126 of the EIS).

22. At least two of the boat ramps at Angostura Reservoir are usable down to water 
elevation 3170 feet, the lowest elevation suitable for boating (Table 4.20 of the EIS).  
Recreation questions will be analyzed in the future Resource Management Plan (p. 5 ).

23.  The new water service contract would specify the use of extra water if the DM&E 
Railroad should restrict the irrigable acres in the District.  Cumulative impacts will be 
revised in the final EIS according to comments received on the draft EIS and discussions 
with EPA.  It should be noted that the issues you raise are also being examined in the 
Powder River Basin Expansion Project EIS.
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